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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 are pending in the Application. Claims 18-21 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Claim 20 is objected to. Claims 1-8, 12 and 14- 
17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) or, in the alternative, rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a). Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

Applicants address these objections and rejections below. 

As indicated above, Applicants amended claims 1, 18 and 20. These 
amendments were not made to overcome prior art. Instead, these amendments were 
to clarify the claimed subject matter and to correct typographical mistakes. Hence, no 
prosecution history estoppel arises from the amendments to claims 1, 18 and 20. 
Festo Corp. v. Shoketsu Kinzoku Kogyo Kabushiki Co., 62 U.S.P.Q.2d 1705, 1711-12 
(2002); 56 U.S.P.Q.2d 1865, 1870 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Further, the amendments made 
to claims 1,18 and 20 were not made for a substantial reason related to patentability 
and therefore no prosecution history estoppel arises from such amendments. See 
Festo Corp., 62 U.S.P.Q.2d 1705 at 1707 (2002); Wamer-Jenkinson Co. v. Hilton 
Davis Chemical Co., 41 U.S.P.Q.2d 1865, 1873 (1997). 

I. REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §112. SECOND PARAGRAPH: 

The Examiner has rejected claims 18-21 under 35 U.S.C, §112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. Office Action 
(8/17/2010), page 3. In particular, the Examiner asserts that the phrase "applying a 
coating to the subsfrate surface, said coating being formed from a polymer of which 
the outer layer mcludes unsaturated bonds" in claim 18 is indefinite as it is unclear as 
to how a polymer coating layer has the outer layer. Id. As indicated above, 
Applicants amended this phrase to recite "applying a coating to the subsfrate surface, 
said coating being formed from a polymer, the outer surface of which coating 
includes tmsaturated bonds" as suggested by the Examiner on page 4 of the present 
Office Action. Accordingly, claims 18-21 particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. Consequently, 
Applicants respectfiiUy assert that claims 18-21 are allowable under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
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second paragraph, and respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the rejections of 
claims 18-21 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. 

II. CLAIM OBJECTIONS: 

The Examiner has objected to claim 20 for being in improper dependent form. 
Office Action (8/17/2010), page 4. In particular, the Examiner states that claim 20 
should depend upon claim 18 mstead of claim 19. Id. As indicated above, Applicants 
amended claim 20 accordingly. Consequently, Applicants kindly request the 
Examiner to withdraw the objection to claim 20. 

III. REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. SS102a)V103fal: 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 3-6, 8 and 15-17 under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(b) as being anticipated by or, in the altemative, under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being obvious over Soga et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,238,746) ("Soga"). The Examiner 
has further rejected claims 1-8, 12 and 14-17 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by or, in the altemative, under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over 
Veerasamy et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,834) (hereinafter "Veerasamy"). Applicants 
respectfully traverse these rejections for at least the reasons provided below and 
respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw these rejections. 

A. Clauns 1. 3-6. 8 and 15-17 are not anticipated bv Soga and are 
patentable over Soea. 

Soga is fundamentally different from the invention of amended claim 1 . Soga 
discloses the application of a coating on a substrate comprising an inner layer having 
siloxane bonds and a fluorine based coating film. Both the inner layer and fluorine 
based coating fihn contain unsaturated bonds; irradiation causes breakage of C=C 
bonds, forming chemical bonds between the inner layer and fluorine based coating 
film (column 5, line 62 - column 6, line 2). 

Amended claim 1 has two separate steps of (ii) fluorinating the polymeric 
material at the surface of the coating on the substrate and (iii) curing at least part of 
the coating. 
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In Soga, the application of this fluorine polymer creates a separate layer. 
Joining of the two layers only occurs dviring irradiation. Therefore, the step of 
"fluorinating the polymeric material at the surface of said coating on the substrate" is 
a two step process of applying the fluorine based coating film and irradiating it. 
Thus, there is no subsequent curing step as required in step (iii). 

Thus, Soga discloses step (ii) in two stages but has no step (iii) ("curing at 
least part of the said coating"). Amended claim 1 is therefore not anticipated by 
Soga. M.P.E.P. §2131. Neither has the Examiner shown it wovild have been obvious 
to modify Soga to include these missing limitations of claim 1 . M.P.E.P. §2143. 

Claims 3-6, 8 and 15-17 each recite a combination of features of independent 
claim 1, and hence claims 3-6, 8 and 15-17 are not anticipated by Soga for at least the 
above-stated reasons that claim 1 is not anticipated by Soga. Additionally, claims 3- 
6, 8 and 15-17 are patentable over Soga for at least the above-stated reasons that 
claim 1 is patentable over Soga. 

B. Claims 1-8, 12 and 14-17 axe not anticipated by Veerasamv and are 
patentable over Veerasamy. 

Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's assessment of 
Veerasamy. Veerasamy discloses a diamond-like carbon (DLC) inclusive layer and a 
fluoro-alkyl silane (FAS) inclusive layer. Whilst the DLC layer may be deposited 
using acetylene (via an ion beam deposition technique, see column 7, line 31), an 
essentially carbon layer would be produced, not an acetylene polymer. 

The "diamond-like carbon" layers disclosed in Veerasamy are non polymeric 
but essentially carbon layers and therefore do not anticipate claim 1. M.P.E.P. §2131 . 
Neither has the Examiner shown it would have been obvious to modify Veerasamy to 
include these missing limitations of claim 1. M.P.E.P. §2143. 

Claims 2-8, 12 and 14-17 each recite a combination of features of independent 
claim 1, and hence claims 2-8, 12 and 14-17 are not anticipated by Veerasamy for at 
least the above-stated reasons that claim 1 is not anticipated by Veerasamy. 
Additionally, claims 2-8, 12 and 14-17 are patentable over Veerasamy for at least the 
above-stated reasons that claim 1 is patentable over Veerasamy. 
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IV. REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. S103ra^: 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-8, 12 and 15-17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Liu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,849,304) in view of 
Veerasamy. The Examiner has additionally rejected claims 1-8 and 15-17 under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Badyal et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,358,569) 
in view of Veerasamy. Additionally, the Examiner has rejected claim 2 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being vmpatentable over Soga. hi addition, the Examiner has 
rejected claims 8-11 and 13-21 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being impatentable over 
Liu in view of Veerasamy or over Badyal in view of Veerasamy, and fiirther in view 
of Stimiman et al, (U.S. Patent No. 6,589,641) (hereinafter "Stimiman"). Applicants 
respectfully traverse these rejections for at least the reasons provided below and 
respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw these rejections. 

A. Claims 1-8, 12 and 15-17 are patentable over Liu in view of 
Veerasamy. 

Applicants respectfiilly assert that the diamond-like carbon layer disclosed in 
Liu is not a polymer, as required by amended claim 1 . As neither Veerasamy nor Liu 
disclose the feature of step (i), combinations of these two references cannot be used in 
an inventive step attack against amended claim 1. 

Therefore, the Examiner has not presented a prima facie case of obviousness 
in rejecting claim 1, since the Examiner is relying upon incorrect, factual predicates 
in support of the rejection. In re Rouffet, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Claims 2-8, 12 and 15-17 each recite a combination of features of independent 
claim 1, and hence claims 2-8, 12 and 15-17 are patentable over Liu in view of 
Veerasamy for at least the above-stated reasons that claim 1 is patentable over Liu in 
view of Veerasamy. 

B. Claims 1-8 and 15-17 are patentable over Badval in view of 
Veerasamy. 

AppUcants respectfiilly assert that Badyal teaches a method of applying a 
fluoropolymer film to a body by exposing it to cold plasma polymerisation. The 
unsaturated carboxylic acid polymer formed on the surface is derivatised to attach a 
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perfluoroalkyl group. By contrast, Veerasamy teaches curing in relation to the 
diamond-like coatings described in that reference; it would not be obvious to translate 
this to a coating of such a fimdamentally different nature as the fluorinated polymer 
that would result in the earlier Badyal reference. 

In addition, Veerasamy requires the use of a heating step (see column 5); 
whereas, Badyal is purely concerned with cold plasma (i.e., room temperature 
processing). It would therefore not be obvious to the skilled person to combine these 
two documents, particularly as someone concerned with cold plasma processing may 
very well be concemed about damaging the properties of the substrate by exposing it 
to heat and would therefore avoid any heat-based curing process. 

Therefore, the Examiner has not presented a prima facie case of obviousness 
in rejecting claim 1, since the Examiner is relying upon incorrect, factual predicates 
in support of the rejection. In re Rouffet, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Claims 2-8 and 15-17 each recite a combination of features of independent 
claim 1, and hence claims 2-8 and 15-17 are patentable over Badyal in view of 
Veerasamy for at least the above-stated reasons that claim 1 is patentable over Badyal 
in view of Veerasamy. 

C. Claim 2 is patentable over Soga. 

Claim 2 recites the combination of features of independent claim 1. Hence, 
claim 2 is patentable over Soga for at least the above-stated reasons that claim 1 is not 
anticipated and is patentable over Soga. 

D. Claims 8-11 and 13-21 are patentable over Liu in view of Veerasamy 
or over Badyal in view of Veerasamy, and further in view of 
Stimiman. 

Claims 8-11 and 13-17 each recite the combination of features of independent 
claim 1, and hence claims 8-11 and 13-17 are patentable over Liu in view of 
Veerasamy or over Badyal in view of Veerasamy, and further in view of Stimiman, 
for at least the above-stated reasons that claim 1 is patentable over Liu in view of 
Veerasamy or over Badyal in view of Veerasamy. 
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Additionally, claim 18 recites "said method comprising the successive steps 
of: applying a coating to the substrate surface, said coating being formed from a 
polymer of which the outer layer includes unsaturated bonds; fluorinating said 
polymer; and curing said polymer; wherein at least one of the fluorination and curing 
is performed on the polymer material in a selected pattern so as to provide selectively 
fluorinated and/or cured portions and selectively unfluorinated and/or uncured 
portions of said coating," 

Stimiman, on the other hand, describes a method of applying a fluoropolymer 
to a substrate, and the layer is then crosslinked using radiation such as UV (column 4, 
lines 61-62). This has the result of crosslinking the polymer from the surface of the 

substrate outward (column 6, lines 60-61). In contrast, the present invention applies a 
polymer (not a fluoropolymer) and then fluorinates the surface of the resulting 
coating, such that when the coating is cured the crosslinking occurs outwards-in (e.g., 
paragraphs [0091] and [0097]). As such, Stimiman teaches away from the claimed 
invention of claim 18. 

Therefore, the Examiner has not presented a prima facie case of obviousness 
in rejecting claim 18, since the Examiner is relying upon incorrect, factual predicates 
in support of the rejection. In re Rouffet, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Claims 19-21 each recite a combination of features of independent claim 18, 
and hence claims 19-21 are patentable over Liu in view of Veerasamy or over Badyal 
in view of Veerasamy, and further in view of Stimiman for at least the above-stated 
reasons that claim 18 is patentable over Liu in view of Veerasamy or over Badyal in 
view of Veerasamy, and further in view of Stimiman. 
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V. CONCLUSION: 

As a result of the foregoing, it is asserted by Applicants that claims 1-21 in the 
Application are in condition for allowance, and Applicants respectfully request an 
allowance of such claims. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner call 
Applicants' attorney at the below listed number if the Examiner believes that such a 
discussion would be helpful in resolving any remaining issues. 



P.O. Box 50784 

Dallas, Texas 75270-2199 

(512)370-2832 



AUSTIN_l\616428vl 
52309-POOlUS 11/15/2010 



Respectfully submitted, 
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